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This corrigendum formulates some corrections and improvements to the above paper.
A misconception is involved by introducing the terms ‘surmise relation between tests,’ ‘left-covering surmise relation
between tests,’ and ‘right-covering surmise relation between tests.’ This terminology misleadingly suggests that left-
and right-covering surmise relations between tests are necessarily surmise relations between tests, in the sense that
they satisfy the axioms deﬁning a surmise relation between tests. Unfortunately, this is not true in general. What is
solely true, as also described in the paper (Lemmata 9 and 13), is that the left- and right-covering surmise relations
between tests are subsets of the surmise relation between tests, but neither satisﬁes the deﬁnition of a surmise relation
between tests (Deﬁnition 5). This misconception even led to the inadequate ‘proofs’ of Corollaries 10 (p. 226) and
14 (p. 228). The adequate proofs have to be directly based on the deﬁnitions of the left- and right-covering surmise
relations between tests (Deﬁnitions 8 and 12, respectively). Reﬂexivity of the left-covering surmise relation between
tests: for any A ∈T and a ∈ A, it holds a ∈ A∩⋂Ka =: Aa , and Aa = ∅. Reﬂexivity of the right-covering surmise
relation between tests: for any A ∈T, it holds⋃a∈AAa = A.
The whole discussion in Section 3 can be extended to the general case of an arbitrary domain Q, knowledge structure
K, and test set T. ‘Arbitrary’ here means that these sets may be of any cardinality, including uncountably inﬁnite.
An improved and generalized formulation is as follows: the test knowledge state corresponding to a knowledge state
K ∈K is deﬁned as the |T|-tuple K˙ := (T ∩ K)T ∈T. The set K˙ := {K˙ := (T ∩ K)T ∈T : K ∈K} is called the
test knowledge structure. For an arbitrary familyF := {K˙ := (T ∩ K)T ∈T : K ∈ I} (I ⊂K) in K˙, the union and
intersection ofF are, respectively, deﬁned by
⋃˙
F :=
(
T
⋂
∪K∈IK
)
T ∈T,
⋂˙
F :=
(
T
⋂
∩K∈IK
)
T ∈T.
At this point, it is important to note that the concepts of union and intersection of test knowledge states play an essential
role in this paper (e.g., Deﬁnitions 17 and 21).
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Using this improved andgeneralized formulation, for instance the proof ofLemma19 (p. 229),which again constitutes
a central result of this paper, can be considerably simpliﬁed. The proof of this important result then reduces to: for any
familyF := {K˙ := (T ∩ K)T ∈T : K ∈ I} (I ⊂K),
⋃˙
F ∈ K˙ ⇔ ∪K∈IK ∈K,
⋂˙
F ∈ K˙ ⇔ ∩K∈IK ∈K.
Conceptually, this is much more accessible than the number of rather technical lines of the proof presented in the paper.
Some minor corrections: in the caption to Fig. 7 (p. 227), replace ‘AS˙rB and CS˙rD’ by ‘BS˙rA and DS˙rC.’ In
the ‘proofs’ of Corollaries 10 and 14 (see above corrections), Proposition 6 was erroneously referred to as Lemma 6.
On p. 230, Lemma 19 was erroneously referred to as Corollary 19.
